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So far the papers in this &ymposium have been dddressed to phrticular‘

methodologies that we have used in the course of bur evaluatidns. I w0u}d ’

L] Al .
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like to talk about the factors that are involved in the decision té use the

AN

NN .. . . »
s N -various. technlques for .data collection.’ Perhaps the obvious prcoedure would .
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. | be to identify the ‘'goals -og\ the program, settle on prlorieies, and then. pro-
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- ceed to gather data to determ}ne whether the goals have been attained. How-
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at tﬁeéevaluation-efforb has diverse constit— " *

N . - . >t - 4 ‘f}
ST , ever, things are not- SO simple. T, T

B—— - The first problem is' 1
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‘ ‘uencies, each with'its o
1 s . ]

. evaluated. In particular, there are fundlng agencles, management br -pds, " ..

goals, and its own pflorétles on the issues to be N
#
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pro;ect staifs, clients,&and the communlty at large, plus other _gencies : ‘
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that may be affected by the program such as p011ce departments, the proba-

- b T . e ———— L]

tion department, and communlty agencies that prov1de sarxlces to youth. Now - ~

.

. ' .fthe intersts of all of these grbups db not necessarily'coincide, and in many cr e

N, -instances there are areas of competltlon or antagoﬁism. Each of thése groups,
' ' [} . - -

»

except perhaps the cllents and the communlty, -are in a position to exert at

. L] : . -

. S 1east ‘some-. political pressure, on each other and either directly or indi-

- . e rectly, on the evaluators as well. Any data that the evaluators report or
. . : conclusicms th»at they draw WllP be 1ntet‘pret.ed by each Bro.p ffqrn its own

- N - - N - ..

- point of view and for its wn purposes. - Thus, an evaluatlon report that
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~N _ ) includes data on the 0perat10n of a sys;em and nakes recommendatlons for :
N~ et ™~ L. i -a .
o oo change, is destlned toe be the focal p01nc of pOlltlcal battles, and in any S -
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tuse I’ likely to be treated wlth suspluvion in some quarters, and perhaps

[

even be faced with a lack'of‘cooperation. . 7

-

' I d 1ike to digress for‘: minute toct‘]k abouL one othot constituency

* Yy e

of the eValuation effort ‘in our operat on, and that ig’ dur graduate students

‘ .
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* and 0urmeducation-and,training‘program. Our evalugtion‘team operates under :

“gxhe um rella of A re ently formed Center for Aj plied Social Research at’
‘—-—_——H\

,3_.¢1aremont Graduate S¢hool. One goal of the research cen;qr is to provide tou*'
t . r - 3 L b
- , - L] . . . . . . . ) ./.' i
graduate students the‘opportunity'for a range o?/practical experigences in.

L
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apolying methods and theory from psychology to diverse settings.. SEudents
h Y 2 v ¢

7, will ordinarlly be part of a team headed byladvanced graduate‘students'under

factulty“direction. Students ﬁith limited experience Start with routine

jobs such as coding, but have the opportunity to move into 'supexvisory roleg"}
: : il Sl 3 g . Ik
. . . ) . - . " . . * QT
- as they gain experience. Several students have taken'on-spec1f}c aspects -
' . ( . b s ' R . o
.of the evaluation effort and are wofking'on,dissertations in.Lonjunotion
» [ .

with the evalbiation. The advanced graduate students play a maJor role 1n5
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designing research procedures writing reports and proposals,'and repre-

-

senting the evialuation team in the field. Thus the evaluation effort can

-
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' provide a. vehfcle for tralnlng graduate students in evaluation methods and ﬂ
procedures and thereby meet needs of a graduate program witb an” emphasis

on - Public Affalrs Psychd*ogy. - 3 1 : : °
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! As I mentioned earlier the evaluation effort also must address the
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demands 6f a diverSe-constituency. Wermight look at some of ‘these in more
e . "““\ 4 .
detail First, there are the funding agencies whch need information on*

-’ .
-

_,n—uhlch to base deci51on§ for cont1nuation of fundlng and for changing gu1de- |
vt A
llnes. They need to kpow whether theirlmoney is‘being well spent. In par-
7 - + T, . ] = - ’ : .
ticular,’has the program attdined the goals stated in the proposal, and is
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W it operating in a teasonably cost~effcctive manner. A scecond groun is the

- management boards who-need information o gulde policy—maklng,"uch'as de=

[ 3

fining criteria for?referral to the program, and to identify problem areas _‘ ,/

in the operation of the program. ‘l‘ ' : . '
. . N y .
. . A third group s the project staff who need, information at a level of o

il * '

B ‘.Q
. greatEr detail. They want to be able to dchment achlevements of the pro- *

i L v
N c" © gram, monitor Operations and plnpoint problems'gt a very specific level. '
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FOI example how effective are individual service providers, how should o -~ I

ALY ¥ * -
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. . . .

. clients be . matched #o servlce, should service he limited to, say,_lo hours <
i ‘\ -~ 0.

or 15 hours? A program-like juvenile diversion also has an_impact onlthtee
other- broad grOuns. The first of thes2 are the various other agencies that-
- ' ' A : - ' WY N
deal with youth, such as thq=prc“1tion departmqpt; various agencies that
. » - ' N . -

. k. ' provide youth servfees, and theé schools. <For the points ‘of view of these, a "_

’ . - S ‘\..- Ny .
t % L - agencies, the diversiOn program can be seen e1ther as a threat or as a re-

;" s0urce.‘ Another 1nterested grouﬂ,would be the general community, people who

- - - 1
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~ are afEectEd by the behavior of juveniles in society. The last group, but

,.r'.

h0pe£ully not tﬁe least wOuld be the‘juveniles themselves and their fam-

, ilies, =~ =~ ., .~ ' . . o . .
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e ébviously, an evaluator needs to° set priorities'among“the issues to .-
. & - B
-’ be addressed by the evaIuation. The natural starting point would be the RO
¥ ' .
evaluation c0ntract .and tHe statement of goals in the prOposal wh1ch was‘.

N ’ funded. However; it w0uld not be a.good procedure to adopt methoﬂologies .
A that'have no flexibility to Tespond to changes-in the program._ For-example,‘ L

. " one of the maJor goaIFm“faghe Orange County Regional Diverslon ProJect when

. -
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Ve e ic was founded 1n 1976 was to EIiminate pentration of status offenders into

v-f' __ the E;Qbation.nepartment. However, on January 1, 197? a state law (Assembly

. . - .ot ) ..
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Bill ﬁlZl) took effect, which severely limited -the uge of confincment for,

«

.. status offenders, Later on in the‘yoar, the prestiding Juvenile Court Judge ' "N

' B - . .‘. ) . f 1
in Orange_COunty issued an order that €he Probation’DepartTent would no ‘
longer: be allowedpto deceph any status offenders except chronic truants. -

Thus, a time seriégﬂznzlﬁsis of intake°ofﬂstatus_offenders to the Probition -': -

Depart;entﬁwould shgw that one.goal oé the Diversipn Program had been mét.%n _' v

a most'dra@atic wa;--penetratidn of status ofﬁenders into the.}robatdon_Bepatt- "
ment had been elindnated in one iearl ‘Of course, the trua issue had.shifted
to the question of what was now happenlné to. youth who earlier would have, ’
'been referred to Probation for status offenses, and how the diversion pro-
_gtam could best senve them. B . - R _ o ) ..

- Another goal of théldiversion prog#;é'is to-takeryouth“who would he "
referred'to the Prébation Department because they had_committed:a penal C

- offense;’and instead ‘divert’ them int: counseling or‘other youth service J .

. * . . - -

'“programs- A problem faced b} the evaluators is to d%termine which-jﬁ%eniles'

would have gone into Probation if they had not been_diverted, or at least ; N

A - [ - [3

form an*estimate of that number. _There is, of course, no .way' to provide a
certai{.ansuer to the question of uhat wouldlhave happened.- There- is no
singie data source that‘is fre; from extraneous influenees. ‘The;logdc re- ~

' m1nds me of the 'Sweet Sixteen"-speaker system. .Shortly akterlﬂorlﬁ.ﬂar

- oA

II the Uapagese produced very' cheap handmade speakers as a cottage industry."

. The speakers had a11 sorts of indlviduaJ lmperfections, and‘they sounded

L} .

N terr1b1e. Some unsung hero had @he ingenultv to put together a 4x4 magLix .

I,

L}

" of these 11tt1e speakers, thereby creating the 'Sweet Sixteen’ speaker,

v . ~. '_.- . t
wh1ch actually had quite good qudlitits. - et R
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In addltlon to deve10p1ng alternate measures for the same questlon we
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N - have found it necessary toformulate.altlernate questions to adﬂrc a some
. . U , .
N f .general inasues, Consldet for examé&c gho problcm of'meusurlng the impact . S
4 ta

of divarsiOn scrvicos on juvonllea. Jdn" the pxpcr on cvaluation of c1ini£al .

L] 4

process Mike, Sherylk\and Jlm have pointed ouk thc limitatlons of rccidi-

- ' LY ] .
- vism rates as the sole outcome measuro.. We havc fohnd it usoful to diatin- . 0
. 4
.guish three groups of clients for whieh onc.should,logically use ﬂiﬁferent S
~ ¥
ih A . :

. P out cofue measures. First, there-are the true 'diversions’ from law enforce- :

;ment of juveniles;who-wonfd otheréise nave‘been sent to~ine Probation Deparer | . ;ﬁéff;”

- . meme. A second group includes those who have violated the Iaw;‘bqt uould _.i
_'! | N not 3;3; been_SEnt to‘che-Probation DEpaftneno,at:qhis'time; $or thesq_ . |

- youth, referralfto a dfveréion pfojegt is-actually an effoif to preuent'fuf-

T _ ther trouble with“the law.» For both -of-, thse groups recidivistic Yaw en; T

L -
[ . ’

\ forcement cdntact is a useful index of the effectiveness of diversion, al—

L / I . : B

N %; * though the groups might be expected to differ in severi&y of recidivistic & )

' . B \ A e -
offenses. A rhird group consists of those youths who have not violated the-

™ B .
law, but who are referred for counsel}ng because'someone feels they have a
. . . oo 1 . . u .

- ; LS .-u . - ‘o - :
.o : need for elp.. For these youth law enforcement recidivism is nﬁt an appro-‘

\

priate index, sinee they are not necessarily expected to ever have  contact 2 v

° . with lay-enforcement. A npmber of Supplementary measures.are needed sush“

. , ) - . . ) ) ' .
- SN ag school grades and behavior, ;atings,by dounselors, parents, and:the cli-
o - ents themselves. Thus, the set Of'outcome measures used Lo assess impace

f
® . . - [] -

of diversion services differs according to the nature of the cases., °
, - - * . i.
.- ) ‘In sum, we have found that we have had to use ‘a tremendous variety of

c
-

e da“a; He have had to serike a balance between collectlng all the datd we
T .. v " ., . +

would like and collecting only the most basic information._ﬂAnother balance

- L
'C - . '1 PR N ; )
we have tried to maintain is with. the poople who, are the consumers of our. ' . ‘
' ' \I"\~-I' I'- o - ' o P * ‘. IS - -
. evaluation effort. On'the one hand, we have developed a close working
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. relationghip whille-on the other we have becn careful Lo protect our. inde~
+ A ; out:

.bendeﬁcg and our objectivity. In the spifiﬁ of balancing vilewpolnts, wc

will pow’ turn the progrdm over °to some of tﬁg.peoplc who are involved in

.
-

running diyersiont programs, #l'so arc among the 'cohsumers' of our evalu-
r !

N .
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ation research.
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